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REMARKS 

Claims 1-30 are pending in the present ^plication, all of which are amended. No new 
matter has been added by any of the amendments. Support for the claim amendments can be 
found in the claims as originally filed, on p. 15, 1. 16 through p. 16. L 2, and elsewhere in the 
specification. Reconsideration of the claims is respectfully requested. 

The examiner rejects claims 21-30 under 35 U.S.C, § 101 as directed towards non- 
statutory subject matter. This rejection is respectfully traversed. 
The examiner states that: 

Claims 21-30 are rejected under 35 U.S,C. 10-1 because the claimed 
invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. The claims recite a 
computer program product comprising steps implemented on a data 
processing system using instruction means to cause the data processing 
system to form a secure cellular telephone transmission system. However, 
the computer program product is not limited to a tangible embodiment. In 
view of Applicant's disclosure, specification page 15, line 16 to page 16, 
line 2, the instruction means, which aie apart of the computer prograan 
product, are provided in a computer readable medium, which is not limited 
to tangible embodiments, but instead are defined as including both 
tangible embodiments (e.g., a recordable-type media) and intangible 
OTibodiments (e.g., transmission-type media). As such, the claim is not 
limited to statutocy subject matter and is therefore non-statutory. 

To overcome this type of 101 rejection the claims need to be amended to 
include only the physical computer media and not a transmission media or 
other intangible or non-fimcttonal media. 

Office Action of September,30, 2005, pp. 2-3. 

Applicants have amended claims 21-30. The claims as amended are statutory mider 35 

U.SiG. § 101- Claim 21 as amended, which is representative of these claims, is as follows: 

2 1 • (Currently Amended) A computer program prxjduct comprising: 

a computer usable medium having computer usable program code 
for securing a cellular telephone transmission utilizing a conventional 
cellular telephone, said computer program product including; 

computer usable program code for first receiving inputs intended 
for the conventional cellular phone into a computer system coupled 
between an external microphone and the conventional cellular telephone, 
wherein the conventional cellular telephone's incapable of encrypting or 
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decrypting signals snd wherein the computex system is separate and apart 
from the conventional cellubr telephone; 

computer usable program code for receiving, within said computer 
sjrstem^ an input sigxial from said microphone; 

computer usable program code fr>r enciypting, wdtliin said 
computer system, said input signal utilizing public key mcryption to form 
an encrypted input signal; 

computer usable program code for passing said encrypted input 
signal from said computer system to said conventional cellular telephone; 
and 

computer usable program code for tr^aosmitting said encrypted 
input signal utilizing said conventional cellular telephone, wherein cellular 
telephone transmissions from said conventional cellular telephone are 
secured. 

Claim 21 as amended includes the feature of a computer program product comprising a 

compute usable medium having computer usable program code for securing a cellular telephone 

transmission. The USPTO guidelines for evaluating computer-readable medium encoded with 

functic^nal di^scriptive material, such as a computer program, ^cpressly states that a claim to such 

(xmiput^-readsble medium when so encoded is statutory subje^ VSPTO, Interim 

Guideline for Examination of Patent Application for Patent Sufy'ect Matier Eligibility (26 Oct 

2005) (hereinafter *The Guideline"*)* The Guideline prdvideSi in relevant part: 

''[A] claimed computer-readable medium encoded with a data structure 
defines structural and functional interrelationships between the data 
structure and the computer software and hardware components which 
permit the data structure's functionality to be realized, and is thus 
statutory," 

I<L„ p. 52. 

The Guideline further provides: 

Claims that recite nothing but the physical characteristics of a fomi of 
ene(rgy> such as a frequency, voltage, or the strength of a magnetic field, 
define energy or magnetism, per se, and as such arc nonstatutory natural 
phenomena* O'Reilly, 56 U.S. (15 How.) at 112-14. Moreover, it does not 
qppear that a claim recithig a Signal encoded with functional descriptive 
material falls within any of the categories of patentable subject matter set 
forth in § 101. 

These interim guidehnes propose that such signal claims are ineligible for 
patent protection because they do not fall within any of the four statutory 
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classes of § 101. Public conunent is sought for further evaluation of this 
question. 

/<£,I>P- 55-56, 

Claim 21 is directed to a computer usable medium having computer usable program code. 
As the Guideline provides, "a computer readable medium with a data structure defines structural 
ahd functional ititerrelation^ps between the data structure and the computer softwaie ami 
hardware components which permit the data structure's functionality to be realized" is statutory. 
Because claim 21 recites a computer program product for use in a data processing system, along 
with the other recited steps, claim 21 does describe a data structure that defines structural aiad 
functional interrelationships between the data structure^ the computer software, and hardware 
components. Thus, claim 21 is patentable subject mater under 35 U.S.C. § 101, as explained 
u^er the Guideliua 

m addition, the instant claim does not recite a signal* Rather, the claim recites a 
"computer readable medium'* in which a signal is embedded. Claim 21 claims functional 
descriptive material encoded on a core^uter readable medium and does not claim signals encoded 
with fiinctional des<^ptive materiaL For this reason, claim 21 thus falls under allowable 
statutory matter under 35 U.S.C- § lOL This assertion is fully supported by the specification that 
provides; 

•"Examples of computer readable misdia include recordable-type media, 
such as a floppy disk, a hard disk drive, a RAM, CD-ROMs, DVD-ROMs, 
and transmission-type media, such as digital and analog communication 
links, laired or wireless communications links using transmission forms, 
such as, for example, radio frequency and light wave transmissions/* 

Specification, pp. 14-15. (Emphasis added) 

The specification and claim 21 are statutory subject matto- because the claim is directed 
towards the medium, and not to the radio frequency or the light wave signals that may inherently 
be used in such media technologies. The use of radio frequwcy or light wave as a method of 
encoding or recording the computer program onto such medium does not render the medium 
itself non-statutory- Even in case of a CD-ROM, a laser form of light wave is used fcr 
accomplishing die encoding/recording of the information onto the CD-ROM, yet the CD-ROM 
remains a well-accepted computer readable medium. Encoding the air or glass fiber medium 
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with radio jBisqueficy or light wave similarly caimot render the air or glass fiber medium non- 
atatutoiy under 35 U.S.C. § 101. 

Thus, based on the MPEP, the Guideline, and applicable case law, claim 21 is statutoiy 
under U.S.C. § lOL Accordin^y, Applicants respectfully request withdrawal of the rejection 
of claim 21 under 3S U.S.C. § 101. By virtue of their dependence from claim 21» the rejection of 
claims 22-30 should also be withdrawn. 

It. Dftuble^aten^g 

The examiner ptovisionally rejects claims 1*30 under obviousness-type double patenting 
over claims 1-30 of co-pending application 10/042,305. Applicants have included a temiinal 
disclaimer with this response, thereby overcoming the r^ection. 

III. 35 S 103, Ohvionmesa 

The examiner rejects claims 1-30 as obvious over Baugh et aL^ A pparatus for Voice 
Communicarion Over Local Area Networks^ U.S. Patent 5,815,553 (September 29, 199S) 
(hereinafter faugA) in view of Herlin et al. Method for Secure Communicaiions in a 
Telecommunications System, U.S. Patent 5,915,021 (June 22, 1999) (hereinafler-Her/fn), This 
regettion is respectfully traversed. 

As to claim U the examiner states: 

Regarding claim 1 , Baugh discloses a method of providing a computer 
system with an input signal from a microphone (see Abstract; colunm 2» 
lines 58-62 and Figure 1, elements 50^ 58 and 62); encrypting the input 
signal (column 8, lines 44-47); and transmitting the encrypted input signal 
to another destination using a communication medium (see column 3^ lines 
9-14 and Figure 1 1 , elements 70 and 74). Baugh fails to specifically state 
the input signal is encrypted using public key techniques. Herlin discloses 
a method for sending a secure message in a telecommunications system 
using public key encryption (see column 5, lines 12-35 and column 9, lines 
. 56-58 (.. . telccotnmunicaiion equipment capable of encrypting and 
decrypting messages received over phone lines. . It would have been 
obvious to one of oidinaiy skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
combine Baugh 's apparatus for transmitting encrypted recorded messages 
With Herlin *s system for secure communications in a telecommuzucations 
system to gain the advantage of securing the recorded message from 
unauthorized disclosure by an eavesdropper who is monitoring the 
commnmcation link. By using public key encryption, the recorded 
message can only be decrypted by the private key that corresponds to the 
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public key used to encrypt the message, [seei/cr&n; column 3, lines 60- 
67], 

Office Action of Sq>tember 20» 2005, pp. 4-5. 



IIIA* The Examiner Failed to State a Prima Facte Obvioaeaesa Rejection Against Claim 1 
Because the Examiner Ignored Features of Claim 1 

If the Patent Office does not produce a prima facie case of unpatentabilitys then without 
more the applicant is entitled to grant of a patent In re Oetiker, 977 F.2d 1443, 1445, 24 
US.P,QJ2d 1443, 1444 (Fed, Cir. 1992); In re Grabiak, 769 R2d 729. 733, 226 US.P.Q. 870, 873 
(Fed. Cir. 1985), A prima facie case of obviousness is established when the teachings of the prior 
art itself suggest the claimed subject matter to a person of ordinary skill in die art. In re Bell, 991 
F.2d 781, 783, 26 U.S.P.Q,2d 1529, 1531 (Fed. Cir. 1993). All limitations of the claimed invention 
must be considered when deteniiining patentability. In re Lowiy, 32 F.3d 1579, 1 582, 32 
U.S.P.Q.2d 103U 1034 (Fed. Cir. 1994), In this case, the examiner has not considered all features 
of claun 1 and therefore the examiner ha^ Med to state a prima facie obviousness rejection against 
claim L 

Claim 1 as amended is as follows: 

1. (Currently Amended) A method for securing cellular telephone 
transmissions utilizing a conventional cellular telephone, said method 
comprising the steps of: 

providing a conventional cellular telephone, said conventional 
cellular telephone being incapable of independently encrypting or 
decrypting signals; 

providing a computer system coi:pled between an external 
microphone and said conventional cellular telephone, wherein inputs into 
said conventional cellular telephone are received first by said computer 
system, said computer system being sq^arate and apart from said 
conventional cellular telephonei 

receiving^ within said computer system, an input signal from said 
external microphone; 

encrypting, within said computer system, said input signal utilizing 
public key encryption to form an encrypted input signal; 

passing said encrypted input signal fiom said conq)uter system to 
said conventional cellular telephone; and 

transmitting said encrypted input signal utilizing said conventional 
cellular telephone, wherein cellular telephone transmissions fiom said 
conventional cellular tel^hone are secured. 
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The examiner ignored the claimed feature of providing a conventional cellular telephone. 
The examiner ignored the claimed feature that the conventional cellular telephone is inc^able of 
independently encrypting or dectypting signals. The examiner ignored the claimed feature that the 
computer system is separate and ^>ait fiom the conventional cellular telephone. The examiner 
ignored the claimed feature of passing the encxypted input sign^ fix>m the computer system to the 
conventional cellular telephone. The examiner ignored the claimed feature of transmitting the 
encrypted i24>ut signal utilizing the conventional cellular tel^one. The rejectioti addresses none 
of these claimed features. . Therefor^ under the standards of In re Lowry the examiner £Euled to state 
a prima facie obviousness lejection against claim 1. 

IILB, The Examiner Failed to State a Prima Facie Obviousness Rejection Against Claim 1 
Because the Proposed Cemblnaliod Does Not Teach or Suggest All of tiie Features of Claim 

1 

In addition, the examiner iailed to state a prima facte obviousness rejection against claim 1 
because Baugh does not teach or suggest any of the claimed features mentioned m the preceding 
paragraph. Baugh does not teach or suggest usmg a conventional cellular telephone in the manner 
claimed; in fact, Baugh does not mesation cellular telephones. Baugh does not teach or suggest that 
either computer system used in Baugh *s method is incapable of encrypting or decrypting signals, as 
claimed. Baugh does not teach or suggest that any computer system is separate and apart fit>m the 
conventiottal cellular phone, as claimed. Baugh does not teach or suggest that signals are passed 
from a computer system to or from a conventional cellular telephone, as claimed- As shown above, 
the examiner has filled to establish otherwise* 

histead, Baugh is directed to a s)«tem for transmitting voice conversations in real time 
between two old computer Sfystems, such as personal computers operating under the Windows® 
operating system, Baugh does mention encrypting signals between the computers, as identified by 
the examiner. Specifically, Baugh states: 

The present invention also includes data encrypting. For use of data 
encxyption within tiie present invention, the data is encrypted before 
writing to the remote voice file and decrypted when the file is lead prior to 
playback. 

Baugh, col. 8, 11. 44-47. 
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Although Baugh indicates that signals between the computers can be encrypted, Baugh does 
not teach or suggest that the signals are passed between a computer and a cellular telephone. 
Likewise* Baugh does not teach or suggest that either of the computers axe incapable of encrypting 
the signals. On the contniiy» Baugh seems to suggest that both coroputers are capable of encrypting 
and decrypting signals. For ttiis reasoii, not only does Baugh not teach all of ^e fixtures of claim 1> 
but Baugh itself specifically teaches away from ^ invention of claim 1. 

Fuifh^cmore, Hertin is devoid of disclosure regarding the features of claim. 1 discussed 
above. For this reason, the proposed combination does not teach all of the Ibatures of claim I and» 
accordingly^ the examiner has failed to state a prima fade obviousness rejection of claim 1. 

Li addition, Herlin is directed to creation of two keys for use in cellular telephone 
communication. In each case, the sending and reeeiving cellular phones individually encrypt and 
decrypt data transmitted betwera the cellular phones. See, &7 example, the following portion of 
Herlin: 

A method for sending a secure message in a telecommunications system 
utilizing piiblic encryption keys. All authentication parameters of each of 
the users, including each user's decryption key that is known only to the 
user, are used to verify, by public key methods, the identity of a user 
sending a communication to another user of tiie system. During the 
authentication process, an encryption key for use in commimications 
between the two users may also be generated. The generated encryption 
key may be a private session key. Once the initial authentication is 
completed, the private session key can be used to perform encryption that 
is less computationally demanding than public key metiiods. In an 
etnbodimerit of the invention, two communicating users may use the 
method to authenticate each other and generate an encryption key that is 
used to encrypt subsequent communications between the users. During the 
process of this embodiment, two encryption keys are generated. A first 
encryption key is used only in the authentication process, and, a second 
encrj^on key is used in both the authentication process and as the key for 
encrypting subsequent communications. Vsfe of two encryption keys 
requires that each of the two lisery apply its decryption key to complete the 
authentication and encryption key agreement process successfully, 

Herlin, Abstract (errq;ihasis supplied). 

Thus, Herlin requires tiiat each cellular phone be c^ble of encrypting and decrypting 
transmissions, in direct contradiction to features of claim 1 that requires that the cellular phones be 
hicapableofindependentiy encaypting and decryptbg signals. Accordingly, the proposed 
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combination does not teadi all of the features of claim 1 and the examiner has therefore &iled to 
state ^ prima facie obviousness rejection against claim 1. 

in.C. The Examiner Failed to State a Prima faiAe Obvionsness Rejection Against Claim 1 
Becaoae Herlin teacliea Aveay from Claim 1 

The examiner &iled to state siprima facie obviousness rejection against claim 1 because 
Herlin teaches away fiom the invention of claim 1. As sho^ above» Herlin requires that each 
cellular phone be ct4>able of encrypting and decrypting transmissions, in direct contradiction to 
features of claim 1 that requires that Hie cellular phones be incapable of independently encrypting 
and decrypting signals. Because Herlin directly teaches a^ay fiom claim 1^ no motivation exists to 
combine the reference in the manner the examiner suggests. Henoe» the examiner has ftiled to 
state a prima facie obviousness rejection against claim 1, 

ni.D* The Examiner Failed io State a Prima facte Obviousness Rejection Against Claim 1 
Because the Examiner Failed to State a Proper Motivation to Combine the References 

In addition* the examiner failed to state a prima facie obviousness rejection against claim 
1 becaiise the examiner did not state a proper motivation to combine the references. A pn)per 
prima facie case of obviousness cannot be established by combining the teachings of tiie prior art 
absetxt some teaching, bcentive, or suggestion supporting the combination. In re Napier^ 55 F3d 
610, 613, 34 U.S.P.Q.2d 1782, 1784 (Fed. Or. 1995); In re Bond, 910 F.2d 831, 834, 15 
US J,Q2d 1566, 1568 (Fed. Cir. 1990). 

The examiner states that: 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to combine Bough apparatus for transmitting encrypted 
recorded messages with Herlin 's system for secure communications in a 
telecommunications system to gain the advantage of securing the recorded 
message &ora unauthorized disclosure by an eavesdropper who is 
monitoring the communication link. By using public key encryption, the 
recorded message can only be decrypted by the private key that 
corresponds to the public key used to encrypt the message. 

Office Action of September 20, 2005, pp. 4-5. 

The examiner has failed to state a prima facie obviousness rejection against claim 1 
because the examiner has not stated a proper teaching, suggestion, or motivation to combine the 
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refemices. Listead, the examiner has only stated a proposed advantage to combining the 
references. However* an advantage is not necessarily a teaching, suggestion, or motivation. To 
constitute a proper teaching, suggestion, or motivation, the examiner must establish that one of 
ordinaiy skill would botiii recognize the advantage and have a reason to implement the advantage. 
For example^ a first re£^ence may disclose the use of las^s to achieve nuclear fusion. A second 
reference may disclose that ultra-high power lasers deliver more energy. One of ordinary skill 
may recognize that an ultra-high power laser would be more useihl to achieve nuclear fUsion, 
though one of ordinary skill would be motivated to avoid combining ttie references because of 
tiie extreme expense of ultra-high power lasers. In this example, one of ordinary skill is 
motivated to avoid implemraiting the combination, even if he or she recognized the advantage; 
thus no teaching, suggesticm, or motivation exists to combine the references. 

In the case at hand« the examiner has not provided a sufBcient reason why one of ordinary 
sldU would recognize the proposed advantage or have a reason to implement it. The examiner 
states that die advantage to combining the references is to increase security. However, the 
proposed motivation does not actually exist because both reference already increase security. In 
view of this fact, one of ordinaiy skill woiUd have no reason to look elsewhere for solutions to 
problems that both references solve. Additionally, the proposed advantage is overly broad to 
enable one of ordinary skill to include die specific features of claim 1 that the examiner ignored* 
For these reasons, the examiner's statement fails to provide a proper teaching* suggestion, or 
motivation to combine the references. Accordingly, the examiner has failed to state a prima facie 
obviousness rejection against claim L 

in.E. The Examiner Failed to State a Prima fade Obviousness Rejection Against Claim 1 
Because the Examiner Used Impermissible Hindsight When Fashioning the Rejections 

In addition, the examiner has failed to state a prima facie obviousness rejection against 
claim 1 because the examiner used impermissible hindsight when &shioning the rejection. 
Personal opinion cannot be substituted for what the prior art teaches because a prima facie case of 
obviousness is established when the teachings of the prior art itself suggest the claimed subject 
matt^ to a person of ordinary skill in the art. In re Bell, 991 F,2d 781, 783, 26 US.P.Q.2d 1529, 
1531 (Fed. Cir. 1993). Tn this case, the examiner only stated an overly-broad advantage to 
combining the references without addressing the specific features of the claims. As shown 
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above, neither reference teaches or suggests the claimed features described above. Thus, one of 
oidmaiy sldU would have no reason to combine or otherwise modify the references. Based on 
the plain disclosures in the references^ the only suggestion to modify the references is found in 
Applicants' srpeciiication. Hence» the examiner must have used Applicants* specification to find 
a teachings suggestion, or motivation to combine the references. Doing so is impermissible 
hindsight and fails to comport with the standards of Graham v. John Deere Co,, 383 U.S. 1 
(1966). which requires a proper teaching, suggestion, or motivation to combine or modify 
re&rences to achieve a proper obviousness rejjection. Accordingily, the examiner has failed to 
state t^prima facie obviousness rejection against claim 1 . 

III.F. Bough and Merlin Would Not Be Combined By One of Ordtaiaiy SkUl In the Art 
Because They Address Different Problenn 

One of ordinary skill would not combine the refeiences to achieve the invention of clahn 
1 because the references are directed towards solving different problems. It is necessary to 
consider tiie reality of the circumstances — in other words^ common sense -- in deciding in whidi' 
fields a person of ordinary skill would reasonably be expected to look for a solution to the problem 
feeing the inventor. In re Oetiker, 977 F^d 1443 (Fed Cir. 1992); In re Wood, 599 F.2d 1032. 
1036, 202 U.S.P.Q. 171. 174 (CCPA 1979). The cited references do not addiess the same 
problems. 

In the case at hand, Baugh is directed to solving the problem of increasing the speed of 

voice communications between computers connected on a local area network. For example, 

Baugh provides that: 

Previous systems which provided spoken messages to be transmitted 
betvireen two computer across a local area network (LAN) were not able to 
deliver the spoken messages in real-time. Rather, the previous systems 
operated in a batch mode capacity. These type of voice communication 
systems recorded an entire spoken message and then play that entire 
spoken message back at the receiver, although with a substantial lime 
delay between the recording of the message and the playing back. 

In addition, encrypted voice is required for some applications which 
typically required the acquisition, installation, configuration, and use of 
expensive dedicated encryption eqtiipment. 

Baugh^ col. IJl 18-30. 
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On tiie other hand« Herlin is directed to the problem of increasing the speed with which 

ceillular phones can encrypt and decrypt sigdals* For example, Herlin provides as follows: 

Since the dociyption key of each user may be kept totally private, secure 
metiiods of communication between users in a telecommunications system 
that require each user to use and apply his/her deciyption key> so that 
his/her identity can be verified to the other users, would provide good 
security. However, the use of pubhc key encryption may require intensive 
use of computational resources in a communicating device such as a 
mobile phone. The use of public key algorithms to encrypt and decrypt 
every message or voice communication could be very computationally 
expensive as compared to private key algorithms. 

It would, therefore, be advantageous to provide a method for secure 
communications between users operating in a telecommunications system, 
in which public key methods were used to verify Ihe identities of 
communicating parties, and in which less computationally expensive 
encrypdon methods were used once identities are verified. 

Herlin, col. 4, U. 34-51. 

Thus, the references address completely distinct problems that are unrelated to each other. 
Because the references address completely distinct problems^ one of ordinary skill would have no 
reason to combine or otherwise modify the references to adiieve the claimed inventioa Thus, 
one of ordinary ^11 in the art would not combine these references as propo sed by the examiner. 



OLG. Remaining Clainis 

Independent claims 1 1 and 21 contain features similar to those presented in claim 1 . 
Therefore, the examiner has &iled to state prima facie obviousness r^ections against claims 1 1 
and 21, at least for the reasons presented vis-i-vis claim 1 . The remaining claims, claims 2-10, 
12-20, and 22-30 depend fixnn claims 1, 1 1, and 21, respectively. Therefore, the examiner has 
failed to state prima facie obviousness rejection against these claims, at least for the reasons 
presented vis-a-vis claim 1. 

FurthemAore, the examiner has failed to state prima facie obviousness rejections against 
the remaining dependent claims for additional reasons. For example, neither Bmigh nor Herlin 
teaches or suggests receiving, within a Java applicalion executing within the computer system, 
the input signal fi-om the external micrc^hone as claimed in claim 4. Additionally, neither Baugh 
nor Herlin teach or suggest providing a second conventional cellular telephone as claimed in 
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claim 6. Furthemiore, neither Baugh nor Herlin teach or suggest exchangmg a private key 
between the computer system and the second computer system prior to transmission of cellular 
telephone signals^ as claimed in claim 10. Therefore^ because ttie proposed combination does not 
teach all of the features of the dependent claims, the examiner has also failed to state prima facie 
obviousness rejections against the dependent claims. Accordingly, the rejection of claims 1-30 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103 has been overcome. 

IV. Summary 

The examine failed to state ^prima/acie obviousness rejection against claim 1 because 
the examiner ignored features of the claims. The examiner also failed to state a prima facie 
obviousness rejection against claim 1 because neither Bcmgh nor Herlin teach or suggest all of 
the features of the claims. The examiner also failed to state a prima facie obvioumess rejection 
against claim 1 because no motivation exists to combine Baugh and Hertin in the light that both 
references specifically teach away from the claims. The examiner also failed to state a prima 
facie obviousness rg'ection against the remaining claims for the above reasons and also because 
neither reference teaches or suggests the features of the remaining claims. 

V. Conclusion 

It is respectfully urged fliat the subject application is patentable over Baugh and Herlin 
and is now in condition for allowance. The examiner is invited to call the undersigned at the 
below-listed telephone number i f in the opinion of the exaniiner such a telephone conference 
would expedite or aid the prosecution and examination of this application. 

DATE: December 20. 2005 




TheoddfceD,Fayirr 
Reg. No. 48,504 



Yee & Associates, P.C. 



P.O. Box 802333 
Dallas, TX 75380 
(972) 385-8777 



Attorney fi>r Applicants 
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